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REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner noted that claims 1-22 are pending in 
the application and that claims 1-22 stand rejected. By this response, claims 1, 
15, 17 and 22 are amended to more clearly define the Applicants invention and 
to correct for informalities pointed out by the Examiner and not In response to 
prior art. All other claims are un-amended by this response. 

In view of the above amendments and the following discussion, the 
Applicant respectfully submits that none of these claims now pending in the 
application are obvious under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 1 03. Furthermore, 
the Applicant also submits that all of these claims now satisfy the requirements of 
35 U.S.C. §112. Thus the Applicant believes that all of these claims are now in 
allowable form. 

Objections 
A. Claim 1 

The Examiner objects to claim 1 slating that In claim 1 the portion 
beginning "a head-end coupled to" may be intended to begin, "a head-end node 
coupled to." 

In response, the Applicant has amended claim 1 to recite "a head-end 
node coupled to" as suggested by the Examiner Having done so, the Applicant 
respectfully submits that the basis for the Examiner's rejection of claim 1 has 
been removed. As such, the Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner^s 
objection to claim 1 be withdrawn. 

Rejections 

A. 35U.S.C.§112 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1. 15, 17 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 
112, first paragraph, as falling to comply with the written description requirement. 
The Examiner alleges that the claims contain subject matter which was not 
described in the specrfication in such a way as to as to reasonably convey to one 
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skilled in the art that the inventor, at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. The Examiner states that the subject matter 
in question is a limitation which was introduced in Paper No. 14. filed on 24 
Deoember 2003 reciting that "a terminal node and another temiinai node 
communicate with each other only through said head-end node." 

In response, the Applicant has amended claims 1 . 16, 17 and 22 to 
remove the limitation objected to by the Examiner and to recite that "said first 
temiinal node and said second temiinal node communicate with each other 
through said head-end node via respective separate communication channels" 
as clearly taught in the Applicant's Specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the art that the inverftor, at the time the application was 
filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Having made these changes, the Applicant respectfully submits that 
claims 1, 15, 17 and 22 as they now stand, comply with the written description 
requirement and hence fully satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 and are 
patentable thereunder. 



B. 35U.S.C.§103 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-2. 4. and 11-13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over EIrefale ("Multiwavelength Sun^ivable Ring Network 
Architectures"). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Ttie Examiner alleges that regarding claim 1 . Elrefiale discloses a system 
for communicating between a plurality :of nodes coupled to an optical wavelength 
division multiplexed ring network comprising: a first temninal node (Office #1 in 
Fig. 6) having a communication subsystem (Figs. 1-3 or 7) configured to be 
coupled to the ring network to receive and to transmit signals at a first 
wavelength and to pemiit signals at other wavelengths to pass, a tributary 
subsystem (not shown, but conventiorially included as interface means between 
offices In Fig. 6 and local customer's equiprinents. Official Notice) configured to 
be coupled to a plurality of devices (loCal customers* equipments. Official Notice) 
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to enable the devices to communicate oyer the ring network, and a multiplexing 
subsystem (ADM in Fig. 7) coupled to the tributary subsystem (interface means 
to local customers' equipments, Official Notice) and to the communication 
subsystem (Figs. 1-3 or 7) to channel sfgiials between the plurality of devices 
and the ring network; a second temiinal hbde comprising all of the aspects of the 
Applicant's claim 1 and a head-end node comprising all of the aspects of the 

Applicant's claim 1 . ' . ■, 

The Examiner concedes however that EIrefaie does not disclose the first 

and second nodes each having a tributaiy subsystem configured to be coupled to 
a plurality of devices to enable the devices to communicate over the ring networi^ 

but that WDM ring networks like that of EIrefiaie typically have such subsystems. 

The Applicant respectfully disagrees. . ; 

The Examiner further concedes thjat EIrefaie does not disclose the Integral 
cross-connect module to detemnlne an output wavelength at which to transmit 
received signals based on address inforrfjation included in the received signal but 
that detemilning an output wavelength at which to transmit received signals 
based on address Information included \r\ the received signal is conventionally 
known in the art. The Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

The Applicant submits that Elrefafs fails to teach, suggest or make 

obvious at least the Applicanfs claim 1," which specifically recites: 

"A system for communicating between a plurality of nodes coupled 
to an optical wavelength divisiori multiplexed ring network comprising: 

a first terminal node havirig a communication subsystem configured 
to be coupled to the ring netwblric to receive and to transmit signals at a 
first wavelength and to pemiif jsignals at other wavelengths to pass, a 
tributary subsystem contigureci to be coupled to a plurality of devices to 
enable the devices to comrriiinicate over the ring network, and a 
muHiplexing subsystem coupled: to the tributary subsystem and to the 
communication subsystem to channel signals between the plurality of 
devices and the ring network; 

a second terminal node having a communication subsystem 
configured to be coupled to the! ring network to receive and to transmit 
signals at a second wavelength leind to permit signals at other waveleiigths 
to pass, a tributary subsystem . configured to be coupled to a plurality of 

! ' i 
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devices to enable the devices tojcommunicate over the ring networit. and 
a multiplexing subsystem coupfed to the tributary subsystem and to the 
communication subsystem to channel signals between the plurality of 
devices and the ring network; arici i 

a head-end node coupled ^to the ring network to receive and to 
transmit signals at both the firetlieind second wavelengths, the head-end 
node having a demultiplexer td^ isolate signals received at the first and 
second wavelengths, an integraj jcross-oonnect module to detennine an 
output wavelength at which to trarismit received signals based on address 
infonnatlon included In the recejyed signals, and a multiplexer to combine 
the received signals for transmission on the ring networic at the first and 
second wavelengths; ' j i 

wherein said first termlrial! node and said second terminal node 
communicate with each other tt^ough said head-end node via respective 
separate communication channelsV' 

' I ' 

In support of at least daim 1, the Applicant in the Specification specifically 
recites: 



I r 

il. 



Transition of a SONET/S^ljH ring 22 to a virtual star, 
switched architecture improves the cost-effectiveness and network 
capacity of an optical ring networtcv For example, with a 
conventional OC-48 ring, each nbfle on the ring requires an OC-48 
ADM. Each such ADM must ^ble to handle the full bandwidth of 
the ring and must be able to drd^ ^nd to add tributaries into this 
high-speed channel. The aggregate bandwidth available to all 
nodes on the ring is about 2.5 Gbps, which must be shared among 
all nodes. : It follows that the aggj^gate rate available to client 
systems coupled to each node i^ much less than the ring 
bandwidth; it is usually limited to|| about 622 Mbps (OC-12). 

An approach based on ai^i/itched. virtual star architecture 
according to the present invention, is as follows. The OC-48 ADM 
at each node is replaced by an ©6-12 temriinal multrplexer, 
provided with an optical sub-sys|ern as discussed below that 
provides the functionality of a terminal node 26 in the virtual star 
network. A head-end node 24 i^ provided to temiinate all uplinks 
and downlinks to and from terminal nodes 26 to effect a 
SONET/SDH cross-connect function for the traffic from the 
terminals.' U 

Virtual star networi< 20 provides the functional behavior of an 
ADM-based OC-48 ring, but with ^added benefits. For example, 
because each terminal node 261^3 available to it the full 
bandwidth for its wavelength, the^aggregate rate available to each 
node In the virtual star is 622 Mbifs (OC-12), reganJIess of the 
number of nodes in the networi^:! [For comparison, in an ADM- 
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based OC-48 ring network of moteihan 8 nodes, the average 
capacity available to each node Wpicaliy is less than 622 Mbps. 
Network transceiver hardware f6f|t^rminal nodes 26 In virtual star 
network 20 is significantly less complex than that of an OC-48 
ADM This is due to the lower ra^e^ handled by terminal nodes 26 
and the simpler functionality of ajspNET terminal multiplexer as 
compared to an ADM. Less compl,fexity results in lower cost and 
higher software and hardware reliability. 

In virtual star network 20, jwhen the traffic demands of a 
specific terminal node 26 exceedian aggregate of OC-12 terminal 
multiplexer, then that node can Be [upgraded (e.g., to an OC-48 
Terminal Mux). This upgrade. hcMjever, need not affect the other 
nodes in the ring and will not as ja practical matter decrease the 
bandwidth available to them. THCjs, virtual star networic 20 provides 
for lower cost In addition to imprqvied functional benefits such 
higher reliability and improved effective throughput. (See 
Specification. Page 9, Line 3 to f^age 10. Line 4.) 

The Applicant further recites ^ ^ 

Each terminal node 26 in^liSdes an optical subsystem 30. a 
multiplexing subsystem 32. a trU^iitary subsystem 34. and a control 
subsystem 36 as shown in FIG. 2.i! Optical subsystem 30 
implements an optical add/drop iupcBon that provides for 
transmission of an aggregated sicjhal produced by multJplexing 
subsystem 32 on its dedicated opfical channel 28 to head-end node 
24. Tributary subsystem 34 InclMes' interiiace cards of different 
types and rates to provide clienWiijterfaces 38 as appropriate for a 
given application, to which dier^f Systems (not shown) are coupled 
as desired. A communication int^T^ce 40 between tributary 
subsystem 34 and multiplexing j^iibsystem 32 is provided to 
insulate multiplexing subsystem|^ from the effects of Interfacing 
different client systems to tributary subsystem 34. 

Multiplexing subsystem ^freceives the different tributary 
channels or signals firom client systems coupled to tributary 
subsystem 34 over interiiace 40 a|hd aggregates them onto a single 
stream with a format appropriate to the desired application, such as 
SONET/SDH. ATM or IP. Thisisingle stream is then passed over 
Interface 42 to optical subsystemi30, which in turn transmits It over 
ring 22 to head end node 24. Conversely, multiplexing subsystem 
32 receives an incoming aggrea8|ed signal stream from optical 
subsystem 30 that multiplexing! ^absystem 32 then demultiplexes 
Into its constituent tributaries, ^ch of which is then routed over 
interffeioe 40 to a corresponding I interface card in tributary 
subsystem 34. n I • 

: ill 
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An alternative temnlnal node 26* architecture is provided 
without a tributary subsystem 34. as shown in FIG. 3. An external 
system 42 such as a SONET/SDH terminal mux for a SONET/SDH 
application, an ATM Service Mux for an ATM application, or an IP 
router for an IP application, is usejl tq replace tributary subsystem 
34 and part of multiplexing subsystem 32 In terminal node 26. A 
modified multiplexing subsystem 32' with an Interface 40' to 
external subsyslem 34 Is provided, with the optical subsystem 30 
and interface 42 being the sameisjs the embodiment of FIG. 2. 

Control subsystem 36 manages, configures and monitors the 
operation of the optical, multlplexihg, and tributary subsystems 30, 
32, 34. The control and optlcal.sijbsystems 36, 30 are common to 
all applications of temilnal node ?6 In virtual star network 20. 
whereas the tributary and multiplexing subsystems 32, 34 are 
application specific. Tributary and multiplexing subsystems 32, 34 
are implemented by plug-in modules. that are accommodated by a 
common platfomn that includes jciontrol and optical subsystems 36, 
30. (See Specification Page 11,'LLiine 4to Page 12, Line 5.) 

l' 
't 

It is dearly evident fl^m at least the portions of the Applicant's disclosure 
presented above that the Applicants Invention is directed at least in part to a 
system for communicating on an optldal WDIW ring network using terminal nodes 
and a head-end node where each tenrilnal node includes at least a 
communication subsystem to receive arid tra>ismit signals at a particular 
wavelength, a tributary subsystem to enabte !a plurality of devices to 
communicate over the network, and a njiultiplexing subsystem to channel signals 
between the devices and the ring network. l«1ore specifically. In the Applicant's 
invention, as taught in the Applicant's Sj)ecif!cation and claimed by at least the 
Applicants claim 1, a tributary subsysteim includes Interface cards of different 
types and rates to which clients are con lected to provide client interfaces as 
appropriate for specific applications. T^e A|:iplicant's Invention tUrther Includes a 
multiplexing subsystem for receiving tlwi different client inputs and aggregating 
the inputs into a single channel havinjg'an aj^propriate format 

The Applicant respectfully subniits th^ there is absolutely no teaching, 
suggestion or disclosure in EIrefale fora ten^iinal node including a tributary 
subsystem and even further for a terrriinal node including a multiplexing 
subsystem coupled to the tributary subsystem for channeling signals between a 
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plurality of clients and a ring networi<. In! coirtrast to the Applicant's invention, 
Elrefaie specifically recites: 

"Each loc^l office is eqtiippfed with a single SONET ADM in the 
terminal mode [3] (Figure 7). Each ADM terminates two fibers for transmit 
and receive. The <two transrnitters in each. ADM are arranged to 
continuously transrrtit signals into the ring In opposite directions. A 
multiplexer at the ADM receives |bbtlT signals, usually selects one of them 
for normal operation, but can select, the other one to recover from a 
network failure due to cable cut."'! (Seb Elrefaie, page 1246, col. 2). 

Elrefaie teaches a multipJelcer at the ADM of each local office for receiving both 
signals, usually seiectbig one of them fc^ normal operation, and selecting the 
other one to recover from a network failtire diie to cable cut. However, there is 
absolutely no teaching, suggestion or disclosure in Elrefaie for a multiplexing 
subsystem coupled to a tributary subsystem^and to a communication subsystem 
to channel signals betwefeiii the plurality tif devices and the ring network. That is, 
the Applicant's Invention Includes a multiplexing subsystem for receiving inputs 
from a plurality of differentjclient and aggregating the Iriputs into a single channel 
having an appropriate fomjiat. In contr^t td the inventton of the Applicant, 
Elrefaie instead only teacHes a multiple>:er at the ADM of each local office for 
receiving two signals traveling in fibers in opposite directions, selecting one of 
them for normal operation i and setectingjthe;iother one^to recover from a network 
failure due to cable cut. The Applicant r^pectfully submits that there is 
absolutely no teaching or Suggestion iriplrefate for a multiplexing subsystem as 
taught in the Applicants Specification any qlaimed by at least the Applicants 

claim 1, I ^ I 1 

Even further, the Alplicant respectfUJIy submits that there is absolutely no 
teaching, suggestion or disclosure in Efrefafe for a heajd-end node including an 
integral cross-connect nioplule to determine: an output wavelength at which to 
transmit received signals based on address information included in the received 
signals. The Examiner in |he Office Acjtipn took Official Notice that perfomning 
such detemnining based o;n address lnfpi*matfon includpd In received signals is a 

t I : 
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conventionally known means in the art; The Applicant sMbmits though that the 
Applicant is not claiming to have inventei^ =such determining based on address 
information included In received signals::! IHov^ever. the Applicant respectfully 
submits that the Applicants; invention mUst bf taken as a whole and not as 
individual components when determining; if the Applicant's invention is obvious 
over a piece of prior art The Applicaritireisp^ctfully submits that the Applicant's 
invention as a whole is novel and determining an output^ wavelength at which to 
transmit received signals based on addrie^s information included in received 

signals In a virtual star network comprisflig all of the limitations of at least the 
Applicant's claim 1 is novel and invent'rye lOver at least the teachings of EIrefaie. 
That is, the Applicant respectfully reminds thp Examined that an invention must 
be taken as a whole and not as individiiali psWs when attempting to detemiine if 
an invention is obvious over cited prior isH determining an output wavelength at 
which to transmit received signals based on jaddress infomnation included In 
received signals In a virtual star netwoii|6f the Applicant's invention is absolutely 
novel over the limited teachings of Elrdfel^e fipr at least the reasons stated above 
and specifically, at least because EIrefsiiy dpes not teabh. suggest or make 
obvious a tributary subsystem, a multiplexing subsystem or an integral cross- 
connect module to determine an outputlwavfelength at which to transmit received 
signals based on address information Inlc^ucfed in the received signals, as 
conceded by the Examiner. .. ; |j ; i 

As such, and for at least the reasons ^stated aboye. the Applicant 
respectfully submits that the teachings; ialj EIrefaie do nbt teach, suggest or make 
obvious the Invention of the Applicant aif lea^t with respect to daim 1 . Therefore, 
the Applicant submits that -claim 1 as lit powptands, ful^ satisfies the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C.i§ 103 and i^|patehtable thereunder. 

Furthermore, dependent claimsj2; 4 and 11-13 depend either directly or 
indirectly from independerit claim 1 andi rieciie additional features therefore. As 
such and tor at least the reasons setlfbfth herein, the Applicant submits that none 
of these claims is obvious with respe'ctlto We teachings of EIrefaie. Therefore the 

' ■ i !: 
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Applicant submits that dependent claim^ 2, i and 1 1-1^ also fully satisfy the 



requirements of 35 U.S.C. ;§ 103 and ^rje 'patentable thereunder, 



The Applicant reserves the right h establish the jpatentability of each of 
the claims Individually in subsequent proseciition. i 



j5i 



C. 35U.S.C.§103 

The Examiner rejected claim 3 up(iler|35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Elirefaiejas applied tc| plailn 1 abov^^. and further in view of 
Jahromi (U.S. Patent No. 6,416.768)J l|ie rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 3 depends dii-ectiy from independent clairh 1 and recites further 
limitations thereof. The Examiner applied Brefiaie to cl^lm 3 as described above 
for the Examiner's rejection of claim 1.JjrheiExamlner alleges that the differences 
between EIrefaie and clairp 3 Is that Elrpfete'fails to teach that the head-end node 



• If [ 
.1' Ii 



includes a tributary subsystem configiiriecJ to be couplell to a plurality of devices 

t * iii ' ' ^ 

to enable the devices to communicate bver ihe ring network. As such the 

i ' . 'J ! j 

Examiner cites Jahromi for alleging thejiteaQhing of such a tributary subsystem. 



The Applicant respectfully!disagrees.j r i ; . . 

As described above, the teachlngfe of EIrefaie do not teach, suggest or 
make obvious the Applicant's invention at least with regard to independent claim 



In addition, the teachings of Jahtomi^ alone, for a digital cross-connection 
apparatus for use in inferdpnnecting fir^t arjd second communications networks 
(See Jahromi, Abstract), fail to teachi s|j jg^st or describe the Applicant's 
invention at least with regard to indepe|(lent daim 1, Specifically, the digital 
cross-connection apparatiljs of Jahrorhilc ods not teacN at least a head-end 
having an integral cross-connect modujie tO!^determine|an output wavelength at 

which to transmit received signals based on address imformation included in the 

\ ''-'11 I 

received signals. Even further, the teaclhin^s of Jahromi alone fail to teach, 

■ i , -4 y « 

suggest or make obvious a multiplexing subsystem forj receiving inputs from a 
plurality of different client and aggregal^rjig ,#ie inputs iijito a single channel having 



i 



.■•5 
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an appropriate format as taught in the ^p Dlitjsant's Specification and claimed by at 
least the Applicant's claim il . : ! 

Furthennore» the Applicant submrl^ tliat there is absolutely no motivation 
or suggestion in Elrefaie or Jahromi for tt e combination of the references to 



attempt to teach Ifie Invention of the Ap^ 

The Applicant further submrts 
suggestion to combine (which the App 



PTO 
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^1' 



c^t. ! 

even if there was a motivation or 
|fe3ht,maintains that there is not), the 



teachings of Jahromi fail to bridge the stbsfantial gap between the Applicant's 
invention, at least with regard to independe^tt claim 1 and the teachings and 
invention of Elrefaie. ! 

As such the Applicant submits tHyt trie teachings of Elrefaie and Jahromi, 

alone or in any suggested or allowabl^'panntoination (if lany did exist) do not 

• j -f ' ■ 1 
render at least the Applicant's independsritlblaim 1 obvious 

Therefore, at least because thejfeachlngs of Elrefaie and Jahromi, alone 
or in any allowable combination, do notltBaph, suggesij, or make obvious the 
invention of the Applicant regarding srufeasiblaim 1 asjdiscussed above, the 
teachings of Elrefaie and Jjahromi also :|l d rrot teach, stiggest. or make obvious 
the invention of the Applicant regardih|g|(leiiendent claim 3, which depends from 
independent claim 1, and do not rendo^' he! Applicant's claim 3 obvious. 

Therefore, the Applicant submits; thdtl claim 3 as it now stands, fully 



=1, ' 



satisfies the requirementsj of 35 U.S.Cj.|§ 10}3 and is patentable thereunder. 
D. 35U.S.C.§103 ; I 

The Examiner rejected claims S^. 17-19. and ^1-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Elrj|faie|ii5 applied [to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Armitage etal. ("DeJii rojfia Survivable WDM Photonic 
Network", hereinafter "Amiitage"). ThiBS (ejection is re^ctfuily traversed. 



Claims S-8 



Claims 5-8 depend either directiy| or 

iJi 



indirectly fi;om independent claim 1 



and recite further limitatidns thereof. • Ttne Examiner applied EIrefeie to claims 5-8 
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as described above for the 
alleges that the differences 



' I 1 
Examiner's rejection of clalriji 1. The Examiner 

between ElrelalJ and clalm^ 5-8 is that EIrefale fails 
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to teach that a subset of the signals furt|eruse a comn|unlcation protocol framed 
by the communication stardard. the he^jd-eip'd node includes at least one 
protocol subsystem to determine addfels information for the communication 



node Is configured to send signals using the 

■ 'jj* ..|. j 
the at least ore protocol sutjsystem. The Examiner 



Applicant would like to !res pectfully poiin|t oi^ to: 
not claiming to have Invented using a]piot6col framed jay a communication 
standard but instead craims using such|a protocol franjing in an inventive virtual 
star network including at least a tribu^ly subsystem abnfigured to be coupled to 



In addition, ttie teachings of Arnjjl 
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protocol, and the head-enc 
communication protocol to 

alleges, however, that it is well-known tio use a protocoj framed by the 
communication standard a nd that Arniita! je Reaches the use of protocols framed 
by a standard. The Applicant respectfullif disagrees. 

As described abbve*, the Applicai^t submits that jhe teachings of Elrefeie 
do not teach, suggest or nlake obvtous|heiApplicant's invention at least with 
regard to independent claim 1. Even flip hw and as co needed by the Examiner, 
Elrefaie does not teach, siLggest or mak€> obvious at least one protocol 
subsystem to determine ajddress infonristirtj for the communication protocol, and 
the head-end node is cpniigured to sert|d signals using j the communication 
protocol to the at least on« protocol sutfeysjem as taug ht in the Applicant's 
Specification and clainned by at least tH^ Afjpllcanfs claims 5-8. Again, the 

• the Examiner that the Applicant is 



a plurality of devices to enable the deylDes jto communlicate over the ring network 
and a multiplexing sublsys tem coupled to the tributary .^ubsystem and to a 
communication subsy^m to channei fignils betweerj the plurality of devices 
and the ring network, the Applicants (rJvention must be taken as a whole. 



lie 



photonic network consisting of optical cross-connect rjodes interconnected by 
optical bidirectional links Wherein eadhjinocfe is capably of routing any incoming 



:ag|e alone, foij a backbone WDM 



wavelength channel on a ly of the IncbWiing fibers to ainy wavelength channel on 
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any of the outgoing fibers (See Armita^d||bbtract) does|:not teach, suggest or 
make obvious the Invention of the Applrcsai it kt least withj respect to the 
Applicant's claim 1 . Spebifically. the backbone WdM photonic network of 
Armitage does not teach at ieast a headind having an integral cross-connect 

' 1 1 4 which to transmit received signals 



module to detennine an putput waveleicig 
based on address inforrrjiatlon included; li i 



received Signals. Even further, the 
teachings of Amiitage atone fall to teach feij|gest or nJke obvious at least a 
multiplexing subsystem for receiving Inpu ^ foni a plurajllty of different client and 
aggregating the Inputs into a single char^rielliaying an |ppropriate formal as 
taught in the Applicant' J Specification.atjc! kfainied by aj least the Applicant's 
claim 1. The Applicant further submit^ ffiatie Amiltag,^ also falls to teach, 
suggest or make obvioiis protocol fran|^ni 'i| an inventl|e virtual star network 
including at least a tribiiary subsyster^iajrifigured to coupled to a plurality of 
devices to enable the devices to comrni nidi ite over th^ ring network and a 
multiplexing subsysten^ coupled to the tji aryi subsysjem and to a 
communication subsystem to channe^^sigrils belween||the plurality of devices 
and the ring network as taught in the AiiHcikntis Specijfcation and claimed by at 
least the Applicant's claims 5-8. 1 .| i = • | 

Furthermore, the Applrcant subrr ilst latjthere isjabsolutely no motivation 
or suggestion in Elrefaije or Armltageifoi th^ ;combination of the references to 
attempt to teach the Inyerttlon of the Ap MoiinV, | 

The Applicant fMrthbr submits ihsti ^en jif there jjwas a motivation or 
suggestion to combinei(whlch the Ap^li :a'rj ; maintains ||that there is not), the 
teachings of Armitage Ulito brWge th^; sul^stantial ga||: between the Applicant's 
Invention, at least with jrejard to indepelndeintplalms Ijiand 5-8 and the teachings 
and invention of Eliefaie 



As such the Applicant submitsith^H 
alone or in any suggested or atlowat>le 
render at least the Applicant's indeperid 
obvious. 



@022 
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i i ie ^eachinsjls of EIrefaie and Amnitage, 
(poriitbinatlon («fj|any did exist) do not 
•claim 1 arja dependent claims 5-8 
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Therefore, the Applicant submit.^ tp 
satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §i1 



Claims 17-19 and 21 

The Examiner rejected claims 17- 
system claims that correspond largely ia 
in system claims 1 and S-Bliand that slrii 

'I * I 



found In EIrefaie in view of 



Amiitage. The /Npplicant respectfully disagrees 



submits that the teachings 



lof EIrefaie :ai 



l|9 andf21 stating that these claims are 
loljferent comtiinations of the limitations 
|a(j|these clairis are rejected under 



EIrefaie in view of Amiitage. all the liiriityt^brj® of systenj claims 17-18 and 21 are 



least with respect to claimsf 1 and 6-8' as 
the Examiner states that clblms 17-19 sir 



@I023 



it iilaiims 5-8 as they now stand, fully 
h andiare patentable thereunder. 



For at least the reasjons described ^ove. the Applicant respectfully 

^ I Armitage. ale ne or in any allowable 



combination, fail to teach, ^uggest or^l|e tabyious thd Applicant's Invention at 

Idscribed abqye. As such and because 



i Ti 



1 ^re system clsdms that conespond 



largely to coherent combinations of the lijpitetidns in s^^em claims 1 and 5-8. the 
Applicant further submits that the teachmgs[bf EIrefaie 



and Armitage. alone or in 



any allowable combinatiorr|, also fail to 
Applicant's invention at le^st with resp 

same reasons described iove with re^W to;the Applicants claims 1 and 5-8 



Therefore, the AppHcant subm 
Stand, fully satisfy the reqJ|irements of 3 
thereunder 1 
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Claim 22 jl 

The Examiner reje<lted claim ^2 
that corresponds largely tiD coherent Cjombi 
claims 1 and 5 and that si ice all these dj^ 
of Annitage. all the limitatbns of methop iclaim 
Armitage. The Applicant respectfully 



claims 17 
§103 



atingithatthis 



jfiattons of tne limitations in system 



idk suggest or make obvious the 
I tJiclaims 17-|l9 and 21 for at least the 



19 and 21 as they now 
and are patentable 



claim is a method claim 



IS are rejei 



(kted under EIrefaie in view 



22 Is fbOnd in EIrefaie in view of 



t 
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For at least the reasons describied abipye 



least with respect to claims^ ^ 
the Examiner states that claim 22 is a ° 



M OSER PATTERSO N SHERIDAN -» PTO 



submits that the teachings of EIrefaie ap?iiA|iitage. alone or in any allowable 
combination, fall to teach. Juggest or ak}^ obvious the Applicant's invention at 

1 and 5 as djesciijjed abovejl As such and because 



the Applicant respectfully 



aim VnaH corresponds largely to 
coherent combinations of tie limitationsjin s|^stem clairrjjls 1 and 5, the Applicant 



further submits that the teajchlngs of Elpfei|;anjl Amiit^ge. alone or In any 
allowable combination, also fail to teachj ifulg^t or ms ke obvious the 
Applicant's invention at least with respect toljcl^m 22 foj- at least the same 
reasons described above with respect Jji) theiAriplicanfi claims 1 and 5-8. 



Therefore, the AppI 
satisfies the requirements 

E. 35U.S.C.§103 



111024 



The Examiner rejected claims 9 



as being unpatentable over EIrefaie in 
above, and further in vi^pf Lea (U.S 
respectfully traversed. 



Claims 9-10 

Claims 9-1 Odepen 
limitations thereof. The 



licant submits |tha|cl^m 22 al it now stands, fully 
Lf35 U-S.C. 



§;iC^ ajid is pa entable thereunder. 



^d jl7-20 uiider 35 U.S-C. § 103(a) 
)f Armitagil as applied to claim 5 
iht No. 6.11 5,373). The rejection is 



-' 91 I 
■ i '■ 1r I 
rnjl indirectly from W!^^ 

Eiaminer appli^ Hrefiai 



)enden 



ppli^ EIrefiaie andiAnmitage to claims 9-10 
as described above for th! Examiner-iirejJljtiop of clal ^ 1 The Examiner 



alleges that the dlfference|s between %e^a| aiid Armrtage and claims 9-10 is 

fail to teacl^;tfiiei|ec|ond set 
As such the Examiner cite 

fi'j '' ipi 

related iimitjsftibri^ 



he App 



Id Armitage, alone, or in 



that EIrefaie and Armitag 
limitations of claims 9-iO 
teaching of such protocol 
disagrees. 

As described abo 
any allovirable combinatio! 
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invention at least with regaijd to indepe|iljpi|H*"i ^ • "| Cachings 
of Lea alone, for an information netwprj^arQ||tecture that can handle both ATM 
and IP traffic employing unbuffered switcljies|;enjiployind|a system of priority (See 
Lea. Abstract), do not teacl suggest ;c!ride|llribe the Applicant's invention at 
least with regard to independent claln? l} <air|j:t^. at leJst in part, to a system for 
communicating between a plurality ofir|odtei|coLipled to:|an optical wavelength 
division multiplexed ring nJtwork wherarj ejjphjnode imiludes a communication 
subsystem configured to bIL ooupled tO:tlie||yig networi? to receive and to 
transmit signals at a first wavelength Wid to| 



i^epit signkis at other wavelengths 
to pass, a tributary subsystem configur^ti ti]|ibe couplecj to a plurality of devices 
to enable the devices to Jmmunicat^ ov^fr^ ""9 neLorK and a multiplexing 
subsystem coupled to the tributary sut?^ystem and to tlie communication 
subsystem to channel sigrSals betweefl»^itl|ie|blufarrty of devices and the ring 
network In the Applicant's invention|^iljBaj| with respect to claim 1, the 
multiplexing subsystem fJ:eives inputs|^l| a pluralityj of different client and 



aggregates the inputs intoj „ . , , ^ 

taught in the Applicant's S pecification 



claim 1 . In addition, the Applicant respectfiljly bubmH 

I ! I |. lii I 

teach, suggest or make obvious a least a 1 

connect module to deten4ne an outpiif ivalelength atjwhich to transmit received 



a single chain^lhavlng an appropriate format as 
arid Silaitned by Irt least the Applicant's 

'pi 



that Lea further fails to 
iad-end haiylng an integral cross- 



signals based on addressl infbmiation iptujled in the rfeceived signals. 

Furthermore, the /VDplicant sutimitsi|iaf there li absolutely no motivation 
or suggestion in either Elrj^fale, Armitage (j| Lea for the combination of the 
references to attempt to tisaoh the inypn^cj a| of the Applicant. 

The Applicant furtl-jer submitsltfi'a't eien if therejwas a motivation or 
suggestion to combine (which the Api^ieaj| maintainsjthat there is not), the 
teachings of Lea fail to bridge the su^jianfel gap between the Applicant's 

invention, at least with re|ard to ind^iyeridbnt blaim 1 and the teachings and 

' L I !" i li I 

invention of EIrefaie and ij\mnitage. ; I i 

I 'i I- i 

M P t 
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I I 



As such the Applicarjt submits th^ Ithb teachings l>f EIrefaie, Armitage and 
Lea, alone or in any sugges jted or allowitjleMXJrrjibinatlon (if any did exist) do not 
render at least the Applicant's independeiit c aim 1 obvious. 

Therefore, at least bscause thet^acljihgi of EIrefaie. Armitage and Lea, 
alone or In any allowable cimblnatlonj dd no| teach, sujigest. or describe the 
invention of the Applicant npgarding at •®s(st|ilaiiTi 1 as cliscussed above, the 
Applicant submits that the 1 aachlngs of felrefafe. Annitaj je and Lea also do not 
teach, suggest, or describe|the invention 'pf^e Applicant regarding dependent 



claims 9-10. which depend 

and do not render the App! cant's claim^ 0-jl j|) obvious. 

Therefore, the Appll »nt submltsl'thaifclaims 9-1 Q as they now stand, fully 
satisfy the requirements of |35 U.S.C. '§ !103 and are pafentable thereunder. 



either directiy ;orj ihd rectly from Independent claim 1 

-li) 



Claims 17-20 

' ' I , I I' 

Regarding claims 17-20 the Examiner al eges that claims 17-20 
coffespond largely to coheirent combindit(ons of the limitations in system claims 1 



I' i: J 



and 9-10. As such, the Examiner alleges that because; 



in view of Armitage and further in view pf Lea make ob|ious the claims 1 and 9- 
10, the teachings of EIrefa e In view of Arrmtegis and fu rther In view of Lea also 
make obvious the claims if 17-20. The.)j\pi5|icant respijctfully disagrees. 

As described abovJ, the teachlnjgfe of EIrefaie and Amiltage, alone, or in 
any allowable combinatioJ do not teac^.jsug gest or describe the Applicant's 
invention at least with regilrd to indepepdehj; clbim 1 aiid dependent claims 9-10 

; of Lea alon^i'ftrlan information network architecture 

! i I II ! ! 



In addition, the teachings 
that can handle both ATM 



employing a system of priority (See LeaJ Ajbjstract). do 

• I! i ' 

obvious the Applicant's invention at least wi 



dependent claims 9-10. 



and IP traffiGjeniplo|ing unbared switches 



hot anticipate or render 
th regard to independent claim 1 and 



■•i i 



I' ' ' 
i I- 
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i; 



Furthermore, the Applicant submfts:|th|t mere is Absolutely no motivation 



or suggestion in either Elrefale. Annitage on 



above. 



references to attempt to teach the Invetitic^ri sf tie Appli cant. 

The Applicant furtheir submits th«it ey^jn I ' there v -as a motivation or 
suggestion to combine (which the Appliijajrij inaintains tiat there is not), the 
teachings of Lea fall to bridge the subistarl^iaj gap between the Applicant's 
invention, at least with regard to independ|^t 
and the teachings and invention of Elrefaifejandl Arrnitade at least as described 



121027 



^ea for the combination of the 



' I 



Therefore, at least because thefei 



^ast 



alone or in any allowable C|ombinatioTn.| 
invention of the Applicant regarding at; 
discussed above, the Applicant subnriils thatjthe teachij 



and Lea also do not teachi suggest, ot;|iclesjcnb5 the invjention of the Applicant 
regarding claims 17-20 wtiich the Examiri;^|SU!3gests dbr^^ largely to 



combinations of the limitations in sysferji dalms 1 and B-10. 



Therefore, the AppI 



satisfy the requirennents of 35 



Mil 

The Examiner rejected claimsi 14-16 



F. 35U.S.C.§103 



cant subrriite tha 



unpatentable over Elrefaie as applied Xo jplainn 
Wu et al ("Feasibility Study of A High sjpeed sbNET 



As such the Applicant submits thiatfthfe teachings of Elrefaie, Annitage and 

■ i i i I ' 

Lea, alone or in any suggested or allowjal?leicombinatic|n (if any did exist) do not 
render at least the Applicant's independent cilalm 1 and dependent claims 9-1 0 
obvious. 

Ill <" I , 

fings of Elrefaie. Armitage and Lea, 



ad; riiot teach, s Jagest, or describe the 



claim 1 and claims 9-10 as 



js of Elrefaie, Armitage 



claims 17-j20 as they now stand, fully 
and are patentable thereunder. 



jnder 35 U S.C, § 103(a) as being 
12 abo\Jb, and further in view of 



Architecture in Future Interoffice Fiber 

1 ' ! 

rejection is respectfully traversed. \ i 



Networks", hereinafter "Wu^, The 
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CLAIM 14 

Cialm 14 depends Indirectly frdnj 
dependent claim 12 and recites furttier 
EIrefaie to claim 14 as described abovejlfdr the 
The Examiner alleges that-the differencfes betwlsen 
EIrefaie fall to teach that the head-end ipoae 
compares a pair of signals [received by| 



MOSER PATTERSON SHERIDAN PTO 



Signal from the pair of signals based 
such the Examiner cites V\ju for alleging the 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 



independent cl^im 1 and directly from 
irnitatioiis thereM The Examiner applied 
Examiner's rejection of claim 12, 
EIre faie and claim 14 is that 
ifuiither includes a selector that 
of demijittiplexers and selects a 
lity paran ieter of each signal. As 
teaching of such a selector. The 



:he pi 

'I ' 



^ikir 
Jair 



As described above, the teachinfe|s;E 

Ijl (' , 

obvious the Applicants invention at least i 
dependent claim 12. In ac drtion, thet^chiij 
SHR architecture in future survrvableilnlt^'Qlfi 



• Hi !' * 

Abstract), do not anticipate or render obvjoup 
with regard to independeriplaim 1. || 

Furthermore, the Applicant subj^ilts tjpat 
or suggestion in either EIrefaie or Wu for 



attempt to teach the inven tion of the Axjp 
The Applicant further submits .tl^rjat 



the 

ici 



nt 
even 



maintains 



suggestion to combine (wjjiich the Applicant 

teachings of Wu fail to bridge the substamtlal 

I ' ' 1 1 ' 

invention, at least with regard to indepjenpept 

and the teachings and Invention of Elrcifaie. 

suggest or make obvious at least a syii te|m 

of nodes coupled to an optical wavefelrjig^: (iivijsion mtijtiplexed 



wherein each node includfes a communicat on 



coupled to the ring network to receiv(B| 
wavelength and to penmit 



signals atot 
subsystem configured to be coupled; 
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or 



-efaie, do not teach, suggest or make 

regard tcl independent claim 1 or 
gs of Wu E ilone, for using a SONET 
ioe fiber networks (See Wu, 
tie Applicant's invention at least 



there 



if there 



subsysf^i 



at>solutely no motivation 
oombinatbn of the references to 



/vas d motivation or 
that there is not), the 
gbp betw:3en the Applicant's 
c laim 1 £ nd dependent claim 12 
More spei:^ically, Wu fells to teach, 
oommupicating between a plurality 
ring networi^ 
im configured to be 
and'tb transmit signals at a first 
wav3length£ to pass, a tributary 
urality of devices to enable the 
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! i 



devices to communicate over the ring nMorlc. and a miitlplexing subsystem 



coupled to the tributary subsystem and ji 



Channel signals between the plurality olj d^cesj and th^ ring network. In the 
Applicant's invention at least with respiddfo |:lajm 1 . thj multiplexing subsystem 
receives inputs from a plural'rty of diff^rfen ijclienl and aggregates the inputs Into a 



single channel having an appropriate format 

Specification and claimed by at least jjfpfjlic^nrs cl^m 1. In addition, the 
Applicant respectfully submits that Wu fi j|h€ir fsiils to 
obvious a least a head-end having an|'ipt|gr|il cross-<x) hnect module to 
determine an output wavelength atwhijisht|to ra ismrt rebelved signals based on 
address information included in the r^cjj i^pc signals. | 

As such the Applicant submits |t^ap;thf 5 teaching| of Elrefaie and Wu, 
alone or in any suggested or allowable jxlhifcination (if did exist) do not 
render at least the Applicant's independent claifn 1 or c|ependent claim 
obvious. 

Therefore, at least because thfe 
any allowable combination, do not tea 
the Applicant regarding at least daim Ijl^pd p 
Applicant submits that the teachings ofilEire'' 



ithe 



@]029 



cc mmuniqation subsystem to 



asjtaught i'ji the Applicant's 
m 1. In addition 
ich, suggest or make 



I;' 



. lepiclilngs of El 
ic^l|suggi3st, ord 




12 



\lBie and Wu, alone or in 
iscrlbe the invention of 
;lajm 12 as discussed above, the 
k and wL also do not teach, 
►licant regi irding dependent claim 14, 
lirectly frcJm independent claim 1 , 



suggest, or describe the invention of 
which depends directly from claim 1? ^..^ "'f"[ 
and do not render the Applicant's clajj J.|||.:<)bv»c 

Therefore, the Applicant submits tji^ claim 14 s s it now stands, fully 
satisfies the requirements of 35 U.S.Id §;"ta3' and is patentable thereunder 



lous 



Claims 15-16 

Regarding claims 15-16 the Ex|mjr3er: alleges t|»at claims 15-16 
con-espond largely to coherent comk^na ; 



and 12-14. As such, the Examiner alllig^s 

' 111' ' 

in view of Wu make obvious the claims: ^; and 

'I 



lorJs Jf the lirriitations in system claims 1 

hat because the teachings of Elrefaie 
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view of Wu also make obvious the cla hfis of i:5-.16. Th^ Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 



As described above, the teachipQis 



@030 



I 



bf EIrefale do; not teach, suggest or 



describe the Applicant's invention at le^styvl h regard tq independent clajm 1 and 
dependent claims 12-14. In addition. |tt|iB chings of N^u alone, for using a 
SONET SHR architecture In future surv [/stol \ Interoffic^ fiber networks (See Wu. 
Abstract), do not anticipate or render pi pi oiji \ the Applioanfs invention at least 
with regard to independent claim 1 dl^ct^d, at least in part, to a system for 
communicating between a plurality ofi n Wes coupled tc|an optical wavelength 
division multiplexed ring networi<wh^n each ;node inbludes a communication 

' III*'**'' 'il 

subsystem configured to be coupled tplthe;rmg; network to receive and to 
transmit signals at a first wavelength Vr jd Jo ae'rmit sigrfals at other wavelengths 
to pass, a tributary subsystem configured jtp 
to enable the devices to communicatijov ^jr 

I. ! ' ' 



be coupled to a plurality of devices 



he- ring nei^oric, and a multiplexing 



subsystem coupled to the tributary subsystem and to tlae communication 
subsystem to channel signals betweertjthfe'|1ur&lity of devices and the ring 
networi<. In the Applicant's inventionja least with resp^ to claim 1 , the 

fifonri a pluralrt^ of different client and 
lading an appropriate format as 



multiplexing subsystem receives Inp 
aggregates the Inputs into' a single c^a riry 

taught in the Applicants Specification ^rai p aimed by at least the Applicant's 
claim 1. 

Furthermore, the Applicant subiTiifeit|at there \i absolutely no motivation 
or suggestion In either Elrefaie or Wiji ^Lrthji cbmbinatlon of the references to 
attempt to teach the invention of the 1^ ?R jcE infe , 

The Applicant further submits|t| atj6|v?h,lf therel|was a motivation or 
suggestion to combine (which the A|3p 

teachings of Wu fail to bridge the sub^ jaij^jil gap between the Applicant's 
invention, at least with regard to indefiend^it claim 1 ^nd dependent claims 12- 
14 and the teachings and Invention 
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As such the Applicant submits th^ tfie^ 



@031 



Ite^ichings af EIrefaie and Wu. 



alone 
render 
obvious. 



or in any suggested or allowable clombipation (if any did exist) do not 
r at least the Applicant's independ|n| t ^im 1 and Lpendent claims 1 2-14 

JS. • ..|| il ! i, ii: 

Therefore, at least because the teaiihing^ of EIrefaie and Wu. alone or In 



llJdillalm! 

:!i il J ii. 



any allowable combination,- do not teacf 
the Applicant regarding at feast claim 1 , 

the Applicant submits that the teachingy| o| Eirefeite and Wu also do not teach, 
suggest, or describe the invention of th| ApjjJ'C^"* ^'"S ^'^'""^ ^ ^"""^ 
the Examiner suggests correspond largshii toj comblnati )ns of the limitations in 
system claims 1 and 12-14 as alleged t y |hiejExaminerj 

Therefore, the Applicant submits jthbii plaims 15-|6 as they now stand, fUlly 
satisfy the requirements of 35 U S.C. § jiqjs and; are patentable thereunder. 

The Applicant reserves the right tojlesfabjish the patentability of each of 
the claims Individually in subsequent ptospcutio'n. 



chvigs 

liigg^it, or delscribe the invention of 
lalms 12-W as discussed above. 



Conclusion 

Thus, the Applicant submits thed 
application are obvious urider the pro\^siori^of:.p5 U.sjc. § 103. Consequently. 



w ■ • ■ I 

n6ne ofjthe cla ms presently in the 



the Applicant believes that all these ciamsiar^l present y in condition for 
allowance. Accordingly, both reconsider^fi<Jn of this af plication and its swift 
passage to issue are earnestly solicited.: i . 



at (732) 530-9404x1 131 



If the Examiner believes that th^^j a^ Ihy unresolved issues requiring 
adverse action In any of the claims nosfi penjdi^g In the application, it is requested 

i 'II '' • ^ r- ■ 

that the Examiner telephone .forge Tomv A^ lab'on. Esq 
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or Famnn J. Wall. Esq. at (732) 530 
be made for resolving such Issues as 



9404 



expe'ditfously as possible 



Respectful^ s'utj|mitted, 



Dated: 



Eamon 
Reg. No. 




. V|/all Attorney 
3^:4{i4 

Ii 



CUSTOMER #46,363 
Moser Patterson & SHERIDAN. LLP 
595 Shrewsbury Avenue. Suite 100 
Shrewsbury, New Jersey 07702 
732-530-9404 - Telephone 
732-530-9808 - Facsimile: 
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